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Abstract 

This paper explores the integration of ChatGPT into the L2 writing classroom as a tool 

for enhancing teacher feedback on student essays. Using a reflexive case study 

methodology, we examine how generative AI (GenAI) augments teacher feedback in 

areas such as thesis clarity, idea development, and grammatical accuracy. By 

combining ChatGPT's rapid feedback with teachers’ contextual insights, we propose a 

blended feedback model that leverages both AI capabilities and teachers’ expertise for 

more personalized feedback. Results show that the teacher effectively utilizes ChatGPT 

by integrating AI-generated insights with her own to refine feedback, correct 

inaccuracies in ChatGPT's feedback, and engage students in meaningful dialogues 

based on these AI-generated insights. These strategies highlight the blended feedback 

model’s potential to provide comprehensive and personalized feedback, which could 

deepen student engagement and enhance the quality of their writing. While ChatGPT 

proves beneficial for formative feedback, its effectiveness is greatly enhanced when 

combined with the expert knowledge of teachers, ensuring that the feedback remains 

relevant and tailored to individual student needs. Thus, we recommend further 

exploration of blended feedback models and additional strategies for utilizing GenAI 

to enhance the quality of teacher feedback, particularly in formative assessments in L2 

writing classes.  

Keywords: GenAI, ChatGPT, teacher feedback, writing instruction 

The integration of generative artificial intelligence (GenAI) in writing classrooms has sparked 

interest among scholars in education and applied linguistics. A significant strand of research 
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on the subject revolves around concerns with GenAI’s capacity to enhance and undermine the 

integrity of academic writing, the value of revision and editing in the writing process, and the 

potential for it to impede students’ critical thinking skills (Sullivan et al., 2023; Walter, 2024). 

These concerns stem from the broader apprehension that relying heavily on AI could lead to 

an erosion of foundational writing skills and hinder students’ ability to engage critically with 

their own work (Draxler et al., 2023). At the same time, attention is also turning to how GenAI 

is reshaping the pedagogical landscape—not just for students, but for educators as well. A 

growing body of research is also investigating the ways in which GenAI can reshape the role 

and responsibilities of educators themselves (Crompton et al., 2024; Hockly, 2023). Scholars 

highlight that the integration of AI in teaching might be used to automate repetitive tasks like 

grammar checking or aid teachers in generating writing prompts, ultimately saving time and 

allowing educators to focus more on higher-level instructional tasks (Escalante et al., 2023). 

Of particular interest to this paper is the role of GenAI as a tool for providing personalized 

feedback on L2 (second language) student writing. While AI-generated feedback systems like 

OpenAI’s ChatGPT, Google’s Bard, and Microsoft’s Bing offer promising potential for 

reshaping feedback practices, they cannot replicate the nuanced understanding teachers bring 

to their students’ individual needs and contexts. Still, their capacity for offering scalable 

critiques provides an external perspective that could be especially beneficial for L2 learners, 

who often require frequent, detailed feedback to address common writing errors and internalize 

writing conventions (Mollick & Mollick, 2023). This aligns with Escalante et al. (2023), who 

note that AI-generated feedback is useful not only for its time efficiency but also for offering 

focused, individualized comments that can be especially valuable in large classes where 

personalized attention is often limited. GenAI tools can identify recurring issues in student 

writing, such as lexical errors, structural problems, logical flow, and even style or tone—areas 

where L2 learners frequently struggle. 

While much of the current research has focused on the advantages of AI in providing 

generalized, scalable feedback, there is a gap in the literature regarding how teachers in L2 

contexts can effectively incorporate AI-generated insights into their own feedback practices 

(Barrot, 2023; Mi et al., 2025). Existing studies have largely treated AI feedback as a 

standalone tool, but less attention has been paid to how teachers might blend AI-generated 

feedback with their own expertise to create a more personalized and nuanced feedback 

experience for students. This paper seeks to fill that gap by examining how ChatGPT, as a 

generative AI tool, can be integrated into the L2 writing classroom to enhance and supplement 

teacher feedback. Specifically, we propose a blended feedback model that combines the 

strengths of AI-generated insights with the contextual understanding and pedagogical expertise 

of teachers, offering a more comprehensive approach to feedback. This model aims to refine 

traditional feedback practices by using AI to highlight areas for improvement while still 

ensuring that feedback remains relevant, personalized, and aligned with the specific needs of 

each student. By focusing on how teachers can effectively adapt AI-generated insights to 

complement their own feedback, this paper contributes to the growing body of research on the 

pedagogical applications of GenAI in L2 education, offering practical strategies for educators 

seeking to enhance their feedback processes. 

The following section outlines current scholarship on teacher feedback and automated forms 

of evaluation. Afterward, we present the methodology and findings based on one of the authors’ 

self-reflective practice vis-à-vis GenAI-use in providing feedback on students’ writing.  

Teacher feedback, automation and their interface 

Teacher feedback has been viewed as a crucial component in second-language writing 

research. Scholars note the importance of teacher feedback in strengthening student’s language 
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skills development (e.g., grammar) and their willingness to revise their work (Hyland & 

Hyland, 2006). Previous research on teacher feedback involved providing descriptions of the 

ways in which feedback is conveyed (Chaudron, 1986) and insights on designing feedback 

processes (Olsen & Hunnes, 2024). These studies note the importance of effective feedback 

strategies, such as error correction, multiple feedback modalities, and timely and personalized 

feedback. This immediacy is particularly valuable, as feedback is most effective when 

delivered promptly, ideally soon after the completion of a writing task (Rahimi et al., 2024). 

However, teacher feedback has also been subject to critique as a potentially problematic 

practice. Several studies investigating the nature of written responses of instructors to L2 

student writing reveal teachers’ tendencies to prioritize technical concerns or surface features, 

such as grammar, over rhetorical ones (Furneaux et al., 2007; Lee, 2019; Stern & Solomon, 

2006). This type of feedback that focuses disproportionately on error correction may lead L2 

students to perceive writing as a purely technical skill rather than a communicative or 

expressive one (Ferris, 2006; Nguyen, 2024). Additionally, such feedback that emphasizes 

deficits or adheres to monolingual norms can discourage linguistic diversity thereby limiting 

students’ ability to engage with their multilingual identities in their writing (Canagarajah, 

2013). As such, there is a need for feedback practices that are inclusive, context-sensitive, and 

aligned with fostering students’ broader communicative competence. 

Additionally, studies on feedback for L2 students show that both the amount and type of 

feedback affect the quality of their final drafts (Dawson et al., 2019; Hyland & Hyland, 2019; 

Matsumura et al., 2002). Ellis (2009) distinguishes between direct feedback, which provides 

explicit corrections, and indirect feedback, which encourages students to self-edit. While direct 

feedback benefits lower-proficiency learners, indirect feedback fosters deeper cognitive 

engagement by prompting students to reflect on their linguistic choices (Bitchener & Ferris, 

2012; Ferris, 2006; Guénette, 2007). Put in another way, the efficacy of feedback strategies 

varies depending on the specific writing situation and learner needs. Furthermore, feedback 

timing is crucial—studies indicate that immediate feedback enhances learning outcomes, as 

students can integrate corrections more effectively (Rahimi et al., 2024). Bock et al. (2024) add 

that providing effective feedback requires teachers to draw on a variety of knowledge: 

understanding how writing works (content knowledge), what good writing looks like in a 

specific context (pedagogical knowledge), identifying areas for improvement (diagnostic 

knowledge), and explaining those areas to the student in a way that promotes improvement 

(instructional knowledge). Moreover, teacher-student interaction influences feedback 

effectiveness. Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) suggest that dialogic feedback, such as teacher-

student conferences, enhances students’ ability to internalize suggestions and apply them in 

subsequent writing tasks. Thus, the effectiveness of feedback is closely tied to the teacher’s 

ability to synthesize content, pedagogical, diagnostic, and instructional knowledge while also 

considering individual learner characteristics and the broader instructional context (Lee, 2019; 

Yu & Hu, 2017). 

Complementary to scholarly inquiries on the means of providing feedback to students are 

explorations of the most efficient and pedagogically sound ways to deliver these. The use of 

Automated Writing Evaluation (AWE) tools for formative feedback on student writing has 

engendered an ongoing conversation about its utility. Proponents highlight the potential for 

AWEs to streamline the grading process, freeing up teacher time to address higher-level writing 

skills like organization and argument development (Wilson & Roscoe, 2020). Moreover, 

AWEs offer consistency in feedback delivery, reducing potential bias in teacher evaluations 

and ensuring all students receive structured guidance (Dikli, 2006; Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014). 

Some studies also suggest that AWE-generated feedback can enhance student engagement by 

providing immediate responses that facilitate iterative revisions (Ranalli, 2018). That said, 
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while automated writing evaluation (AWE) systems provide constant, personalized feedback, 

this feedback often focuses on surface-level comments rather than propositional content, thus 

restricting students’ creativity, hindering the development of ideas, and encouraging the 

adoption of shortcuts (Link et al., 2022; Y. Wang et al., 2013). AWE tools also struggle to 

effectively assess rhetorical elements such as audience awareness, argument structure, and 

coherence, which are central to academic writing (Grimes & Warschauer, 2010; Roscoe et al., 

2017). Link et al. (2022) highlight several limitations in current discussions on AWE: (1) a 

reliance on theoretical rather than substantial empirical evidence, (2) inconclusive findings on 

AWE program effectiveness, and (3) a focus on short-term impacts, neglecting potential long-

term effects on student writing skills. Thus, while AWE systems hold promise as 

supplementary tools, scholars emphasize the need for hybrid approaches that integrate 

automated feedback with human guidance to foster deeper writing development (Liu & Yu, 

2022; Stevenson & Phakiti, 2014). 

ChatGPT feedback on writing 

The introduction of chatbots like ChatGPT has significantly influenced Automated Writing 

Evaluation (AWE) and feedback mechanisms in writing instruction (Barrot, 2023; Gayed et 

al., 2022). As research on ChatGPT’s role in writing classrooms continues to grow, studies 

have examined its affordances in areas such as automated essay evaluation, AI-generated 

feedback, writing efficacy, and its practical applications in enhancing writing skills (Kohnke 

et al., 2023; Mizumoto & Eguchi, 2023; Teng, 2024a). While these studies highlight 

ChatGPT’s utility in improving student writing, ongoing research continues to explore its 

specific strengths and limitations as a feedback tool. In their study examining the impact of 

ChatGPT as a formative feedback tool on the academic writing skills of undergraduate ESL 

students, Mahapatra (2024) employed a mixed-methods intervention approach. The study 

involved 35 participants in an experimental group and 37 in a control group, with qualitative 

data collected through focus group discussions. The findings indicated that ChatGPT 

significantly enhanced students' writing organization, grammatical accuracy, and overall 

engagement in the writing process. Furthermore, students reported increased collaboration and 

focus while using ChatGPT, which helped them adhere to topic sentences and improve the 

coherence of their writing (see also Su et al., 2023; Teng, 2024b). L. Wang et al. (2024) 

assessed the feedback accuracy of ChatGPT in evaluating undergraduate students’ 

argumentation skills and found that it demonstrated a precision rate of 91.8% and a recall rate 

of 63.2%. The accuracy of ChatGPT's feedback was significantly influenced by the length of 

the arguments, with longer arguments yielding lower precision and recall rates, and by the 

presence of discourse markers, which served as indicators of argument structure. Further, they 

noted that although ChatGPT could identify the structural components of arguments, its 

qualitative assessments—such as evaluating the adequacy of evidence—were less robust. 

Meanwhile, M. Wang & Guo (2023) found that ChatGPT provided more directive feedback 

(i.e., specifying what changes need to be implemented), offered more positive reinforcements, 

and gave more summaries when assessing the organization of writing. These affordances may 

offer a distinct advantage in that students can re-examine their work from a holistic perspective 

(global level) and grasp organizational shortcomings within their writing. Taken together, these 

studies suggest that ChatGPT can enhance students’ writing by providing structured, rubric-

based feedback and facilitating engagement, though its effectiveness varies depending on 

writing task complexity and the type of feedback required. 

However, research also highlights ChatGPT’s limitations compared to human evaluators. 

Steiss et al. (2024), for instance, compared ChatGPT’s feedback to that of human evaluators 

and found that human evaluators generally provided higher-quality feedback in terms of 

accuracy, prioritization of essential features, clarity of directions, and supportive tone. That 
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said, ChatGPT performed better than human evaluators in criteria-based feedback, as it 

consistently referenced evaluation rubrics. These studies underscore the potential for ChatGPT 

to serve as a preliminary feedback tool, helping students address fundamental issues before 

seeking human evaluation, while also highlighting the need for AI literacy and strategic 

implementation in writing instruction. In this sense ChatGPT’s role as a useful preliminary 

feedback tool, is contingent on human factors (e.g., oversight, engagement). 

Research on ChatGPT as a feedback tool also highlights perceptions about its accessibility and 

effectiveness in enhancing student writing, while also underscoring concerns about its 

limitations in providing personalized and context-sensitive feedback. In Mai et al.’s (2024) 

systematic review of ChatGPT’s use in education. They analyzed studies from various 

countries (including the United States, Canada, the United Kingdom, Germany, China, Saudi 

Arabia, and Vietnam) and noted that educators in these contexts generally perceive ChatGPT 

as a useful tool in accomplishing teaching tasks which includes providing feedback. For 

students, while ChatGPT enhances feedback accessibility—particularly in writing tasks, as 

evidenced by studies in Hong Kong and Turkey—its responses tend to be generic, often 

necessitating human oversight to foster deeper critical engagement (Mai et al., 2024).   

The effectiveness of ChatGPT as a feedback tool has been further explored in research 

comparing its performance to that of human evaluators. Building on perceptions of AI's role as 

a feedback tool, Teng (2024b) examines how ChatGPT influences EFL learners’ writing 

development in a classroom setting by focusing on its impact on motivation, self-efficacy, and 

collaborative writing. Specifically, Teng (2024b) investigated the impact of ChatGPT on the 

writing skills of 45 EFL learners in Macau, utilizing a mixed-methods approach that included 

quantitative data from questionnaires and qualitative insights from interviews after a writing 

course. Findings revealed significant positive effects of AI assistance on students’ writing 

motivation, self-efficacy, engagement, and collaborative writing tendencies. While participants 

acknowledged the benefits of ChatGPT in providing timely and specific feedback, some 

expressed concerns regarding the lack of personal touch and the machine’s limitations in 

understanding nuanced writing issues (e.g., students noted that ChatGPT sometimes struggled 

with understanding the more nuanced aspects of writing, such as tone, context, and specific 

writing challenges unique to individual learners.).  

Expanding on these findings, Han and Li (2024) examined ChatGPT-assisted teacher feedback 

in a Chinese university EFL course, proposing an “AI + Teacher” model where instructors 

refined ChatGPT’s indirect corrective and rhetorical feedback before sharing it with students. 

Their study of 102 learners found that while AI-generated feedback improved efficiency, 

teachers still played a crucial role in adapting the feedback for clarity and relevance.  

Building upon the previously discussed scholarly explorations of GenAI’s potential within 

writing instruction, this paper advances these conversations by examining the ways in which 

ChatGPT, as a tool for AWE, may be utilized in conjunction with the teacher’s feedback. 

Furthermore, according to L. Yang and Li (2024), most studies on ChatGPT and language 

learning have primarily examined the contexts of EFL college learners. As such, this study 

aims to expand the investigation into how AI-generated feedback might be tailored to meet the 

needs of L2 writers and support educators in providing more targeted guidance and instruction. 

With these insights, this paper explores how ChatGPT's capabilities can be strategically utilized 

to optimize the effectiveness and efficiency of feedback delivery in L2 writing classes. To 

achieve this, it focuses on ChatGPT’s utility as a tool for refining the quality of feedback on 

student writing. In this inquiry, we seek to answer the following research question: In what 

ways can teachers integrate and adapt ChatGPT’s feedback to enhance the quality of their own 

feedback on L2 student writing? We suggest that the incorporation of ChatGPT’s analytical 
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and editing capabilities with the more nuanced, contextual expert knowledge of teachers can 

lead to a blended model of feedback. This approach leverages AI-generated insights as a 

springboard for deeper engagement with students’ work, fostering more in-depth, personalized 

teacher feedback and potentially leading to improved writing outcomes for L2 students. 

Methodology 

Research design 

The present study employs a reflexive case study approach to analyze qualitative data derived 

from the lead author's annotations and reflections on ChatGPT’s feedback on the 22 problem-

solution essay drafts written by her first-year college students in a communication course. The 

analysis focuses on evaluating the effectiveness of ChatGPT's feedback, with the lead author–

hereafter referred to as the teacher–making critical decisions on whether to modify, retain, or 

discard the AI-generated feedback before it is finalized and forwarded to the students. By 

integrating self-reflection, a fundamental aspect of effective teaching practice (Yin, 2014), this 

study aims to deepen understanding of how emerging technologies like ChatGPT can 

complement and enhance teacher feedback on student writing by analyzing the teacher’s 

interactions with AI-generated feedback on student essays.  

The participant 

This study examines the feedback annotations and reflections of a female university instructor 

who brings her extensive experience to teaching writing, with 18 years at the secondary level 

and 6 years at the tertiary level. She has a specialized certification in assessment and has an 

MA in English Language Teaching and a PhD in Applied Linguistics. Currently, she works at 

a university in Manila where she teaches Purposive Communication, a General Education 

course required for first-year college students in the Philippines, which also serves as the data 

collection site for this study. These experiences greatly shaped her decisions on ChatGPT’s 

feedback utility and effectiveness in creating quality, more personalized feedback on her 

students’ essays. To mitigate potential bias given her dual role as a participant and a researcher, 

peer debriefing was done with the co-researcher who provided an external review to ensure 

that the data inferences were accurate and within the bounds of the available data. 

 The context 

 The primary data for this study were the feedback annotations made by the teacher on 22 

problem-solution essays written by first-year college students in their Purposive 

Communication class. Purposive Communication is a mandatory General Education course for 

all Filipino college students where they are required to develop their abilities to communicate 

ethically, effectively, and professionally for diverse audiences, and purposes in various modes. 

One of the major requirements of the course is the problem-solution essay where students 

engage critically with a localized issue linked to a Sustainable Development Goal (SDG).  

Data collection procedures 

In integrating ChatGPT into the feedback process, the following steps were taken. The teacher 

informed the students that ChatGPT will be used in creating more personalized feedback on 

their essays and she explained the process for generating the final feedback for revisions. She 

then read each essay and uploaded the draft to ChatGPT 3.5, using a detailed prompt instructing 

it to give feedback on the following feedback areas: quality of the thesis statement, clarity of 

problem, solution and call to action, development of ideas throughout the paragraph and essay, 

academic quality of the language, transitional phrases, use of sources and evidence, and 

grammatical accuracy. The prompt was adapted from Escalante et al. (2023) to align with the 

grading criteria for the course's problem-solution essay.  
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Shown in Figure 1 is a sample of ChatGPT’s generated feedback, categorized according to the 

specific feedback areas mentioned earlier. 

 

Figure 1. Sample ChatGPT-generated Feedback on an Essay Draft 

The teacher then reviewed ChatGPT’s generated feedback, annotating at the margins whether 

she would retain, modify, or remove each feedback. She also added her initial insights on the 

quality of the feedback generated by ChatGPT, as illustrated in Figure 2. In the analysis, the 

texts enclosed in brackets [] and italicized represent the feedback of the teacher. Each feedback 

is tagged with a code like “A57G15”, where “A57” specifies the class section and “G15” 

identifies the group number within that section.  

 

Figure 2. Sample Teacher Annotation on ChatGPT-generated Feedback 

The final feedback given to the students was compiled in a separate document. This document 

included feedback added and modified by the teacher while removing any incorrect or 

unnecessary comments from ChatGPT.  

Data analysis 

The teacher's annotations and reflections underwent reflexive thematic analysis (Braun & 

Clarke, 2013) to uncover the underlying strategies– these teacher strategies emerged as the four 

key themes of the data. The analysis began with data familiarization, where all marginal 

comments by the teacher on the ChatGPT-generated feedback were consolidated into a single 

document. These comments reflected the teacher’s decisions to adopt, remove, or modify the 

AI feedback and included her initial thoughts and insights during the review process. 

Next, initial codes were generated where the coding focused on the strategies the teacher 

employed in response to the AI-generated feedback. These initial codes were then analyzed to 
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identify patterns that formed the themes, in this case, the teacher's strategies for using or 

building upon ChatGPT's feedback. These themes were ultimately finalized and defined as 

teacher strategies. The reflexive thematic analysis proved useful in identifying how the teacher 

effectively integrated her expertise with AI-generated comments to achieve the desired 

learning outcomes of the essays. It highlighted her extensive experience in providing feedback 

and her nuanced understanding of her students’ actual needs.  

Since the data came from the lead author's personal annotations and reflections, traditional 

consent from external participants was not necessary. However, the analysis ensured integrity 

in the handling and presentation of the reflective data by acknowledging the intrinsic 

subjectivity of a reflexive thematic analysis.  The teacher, a university instructor with extensive 

experience in secondary and tertiary education, utilizes her background in assessment and 

advanced degrees in English Language Teaching and Applied Linguistics to enrich her 

analysis.  

Findings 

In the sample, four key strategies emerged from the teacher’s annotations and reflections on 

ChatGPT’s feedback. These strategies relate to the dynamic between ChatGPT-generated 

comments and teacher expertise, specifically how the teacher negotiates the generated output: 

(1) retaining ChatGPT’s feedback and enhancing it with additional comments; (2) omitting 

ChatGPT’s inaccurate feedback; (3) creating more nuanced feedback; and (4) engaging the 

students in a dialogue using ChatGPT’s feedback. This section discusses each of these key 

strategies in detail, highlighting both the strengths and limitations of ChatGPT’s feedback and 

underscoring the critical role of the teacher in refining and contextualizing AI-generated 

feedback to better meet students' learning needs. 

Retaining and enhancing ChatGPT-generated feedback strategy 

ChatGPT was valuable in identifying specific areas for student improvement, which served as 

a starting point for teachers to expand and offer more targeted guidance. By analyzing student 

work, ChatGPT could pinpoint weaknesses in the quality of thesis statements, development of 

ideas, and use of transitions. This pinpointed feedback allowed teachers to focus their efforts 

on these crucial aspects of writing, ensuring their interventions were directly addressing student 

needs. 

In the first type of feedback, ChatGPT comments on the quality of the student's thesis 

statement. It pinpoints the strengths by acknowledging the focus of the thesis’ central dilemma: 

balancing marine conservation with livelihoods (Sample 1 below). Furthermore, the feedback 

constructively criticizes the weakness by suggesting the inclusion of a proposed solution or 

recommendation. Additionally, the provided sample demonstrates how incorporating a 

potential solution, such as stricter enforcement alongside community engagement initiatives, 

can enhance the thesis. The provided feedback thus provides instructions on how to make the 

thesis more argumentative and outlines the paper’s intended direction. While the feedback 

doesn’t explicitly state that including a solution is mandatory for all thesis statements, its 

suggestion and sample illustrate how following the feedback can significantly improve the 

focus and argumentative nature of the thesis.  

Sample 1 

Feedback on the quality of the thesis statement: The thesis statement provided in the 

student's writing does address the writing prompt by highlighting the dilemma between 

preserving marine biodiversity and supporting the livelihoods of people. However, it could be 

improved by explicitly mentioning the proposed solution or recommendations for practical 

action. For example, an improved thesis statement could be: 
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"While addressing the challenge of balancing marine conservation with supporting local 

livelihoods poses a dilemma, implementing stricter enforcement of marine biodiversity laws 

alongside community engagement initiatives can effectively preserve marine biodiversity while 

also sustaining the livelihoods of coastal communities." (A57DG8) 

As can be seen in Sample 2 below, both the ChatGPT-generated and teacher feedback focus 

on improving the development of ideas in the essay and complement each other. The ChatGPT 

feedback highlights the need for further elaboration on a specific solution related to the IFN 

(Ideal Flow Network)– its workings, feasibility, and potential challenges. This technical focus 

strengthens the argument’s foundation. This comment is further enhanced through the teacher’s 

clarification where she emphasizes the integration and flow of ideas. Rather than listing these 

benefits, the teacher advises integrating them seamlessly into the paragraphs, thereby 

enhancing the earlier recommendations from ChatGPT more clearly. Thus, while each 

feedback emphasizes the need for a deeper and more nuanced discussion of the IFN, the 

teacher’s feedback specifically focuses on enhancing the coherence and flow of the essay by 

improving how the benefits are presented.   

Sample 2. 

Feedback on the development of ideas throughout the paragraph and essay: Your essay 

effectively develops the problem of traffic congestion in Manila, providing ample evidence and 

statistics to support the argument. However, the discussion on the proposed solution using the 

Ideal Flow Network could be further elaborated. Provide more details on how this model works, 

its feasibility, and potential challenges in its implementation. Additionally, consider addressing 

potential counterarguments to strengthen your argument. [Can you re-write the part where you 

presented the benefits of the IFN. Instead of enumerating them, integrate them in your 
paragraphs. Better yet, use these input to address the recommendations stated in the previous 

paragraph.] (A57DG7) 

Meanwhile in Sample 3, the feedback concerns the use of transitional phrases, but from 

different angles. ChatGPT first provides positive reinforcement, commending the appropriate 

use of transitions for guiding the reader. At the same time, it recommends creating variety by 

replacing repetitive phrases like “Moreover” with alternatives like “In addition” or 

“Consequently.” The teacher’s feedback, on the other hand, enhances the feedback by 

providing personalized commentary such as integrating bulleted points from an outline into a 

cohesive essay, and raises a concern about exceeding the word limit. In this sense, the teacher’s 

feedback points to specific structural issues in the student’s paper and offers strategies for 

improving the overall organization and coherence of the essay as well as contextualized 

feedback that fits with the specifics of the assignment.  

Sample 3. ChatGPT Feedback with the Teacher’s Personalized Commentary on 

Transitions 

Feedback on the transitional phrases: Your essay uses transitional phrases appropriately to 

guide the reader through the various sections and ideas. However, you could improve the flow 

by incorporating more diverse transitional phrases. For example, instead of repeatedly using 

phrases like "Moreover" or "Furthermore," you could vary your transitions with alternatives like 

"In addition" or "Consequently" to add variety and sophistication to your writing. [When you 

remove the headings and integrate the bullet points in paragraphs, make sure to use effective 

transitions to link your ideas. Btw, did you not go beyond the 2500 word count? Your draft looks 
like an outline. You revise it in a way that all your key ideas are presented in one continuous 

essay.] (A58G7) 

These examples highlight how ChatGPT’s comments provided a foundation for improvement 

by focusing on essential elements that contribute to effective essays. 
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Omitting ChatGPT’s inaccurate feedback strategy 

Although ChatGPT-generated feedback provides a useful starting point for personalized 

feedback, it also has limitations that necessitate teacher intervention and correction. These 

constraints stem from the nature of AI language models, which can struggle to replicate the 

nuanced judgment of an instructor. The examples below are instances where the generated 

feedback may be inaccurate or misleading. This prompted the researchers to flag them as 

inaccurate and omit them. This problematic feedback includes the following issues: deviations 

from the essay’s central topic, provision of irrelevant advice, inclusion of factually incorrect 

information, and generation of unhelpful suggestions that do little to improve the student's 

writing. 

Sample 4. Sample of ChatGPT’s Incorrect Feedback on Comma Splice 

Sentence Error Type Description Suggestion 

While sometimes 

described as the “poor 

man’s economy” (Indon, 

2002), this label does little 

justice to its multifaceted 

nature. 

Comma 

splice 

The sentence 

contains a comma 

splice, where two 

independent clauses 

are joined by a 

comma alone. 

Replace the comma 

with a semicolon, 

period, or 

conjunction. 

(A58G1) 

Sample 5. Sample of ChatGPT’s Incorrect Feedback on Tense Consistency 

Sentence Error Type Description Suggestion 

"Each antibiotic 

introduction is followed, 

relatively quickly, by 

documented resistance to 

that antibiotic." 

Tense 

inconsistency 

The tense changes 

from present tense ("is 

followed") to past 

tense ("documented"). 

Use consistent verb 

tense throughout 

the sentence. 

(A57DG3) 

The tables in Samples 4 and 5 present ChatGPT-generated feedback on students’ grammar and 

illustrate incorrect appraisals. In a close examination of the sentence in Sample 4, the feedback 

generated by ChatGPT incorrectly identifies the use of a comma as a “comma splice.” The 

purported error seems to stem from a misrecognition of the sentence’s grammatical structure; 

however, the comma is used correctly in this sentence to separate an introductory dependent 

clause from the main independent clause. As for Sample 5, ChatGPT's analysis of the sentence 

“Each antibiotic introduction is followed, relatively quickly, by documented resistance to that 

antibiotic” reflects an error in evaluation. While the tool flags a potential tense inconsistency, 

it misidentifies “documented” as a verb instead of an adjective. Meanwhile, the sentence 

correctly uses the present tense “is followed” to describe a general procedure. Thus, enforcing 

a tense change, as ChatGPT proposes, to an adjective would result in a grammatical error. 

Although both ChatGPT and the teacher comment on the clarity of the essay’s solution, the 

contrast in their feedback exposes the limitations of ChatGPT-generated comments (Sample  

6). 

Sample 6.  Sample Contrasting Feedback from ChatGPT and the Teacher: Clarity 

of problem, solution and call to action 

The essay effectively establishes the problem of educational inequality in the Philippines, 

highlighting issues such as inadequate funding, outdated textbooks, poor infrastructure, and 

cultural barriers. The proposed solution, which involves collaboration between different 

stakeholders to develop online educational content, is clearly articulated. However, the call to 
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action could be more explicit in urging readers to support or advocate for this collaborative 

initiative to address educational disparities. 

[For the consequences of underfunding, impact, and call to action, integrate them all in 

paragraphs. Avoid enumerations. You have very little explanation about your proposed 

solution. Give us more details on how your proposal will maximize tech in providing equitable 

access to educational resources? Go back to your thesis statement… Were you able to expound 
on this? As a reader, I find the problem and proposed solution clear and feasible. The urgency 

and relevance of the problem are well-established, and the proposed solution offers a practical 
approach to addressing the educational challenges faced by marginalized communities in the 

Philippines.] (A57DG6) 

ChatGPT recognizes the mention of online educational content in the student’s essay, but its 

response lacks depth in analyzing the proposed solution's details and its effectiveness in 

promoting equal access through technology. The teacher’s correction reveals an issue with 

ChatGPT’s feedback: the student essay lacks a discussion of the proposed solution, which 

ChatGPT praised. This problem suggests a possible instance of AI hallucinations, in which 

responses are generated to fill perceived gaps, regardless of relevance or accuracy (Walter, 

2024).  

In contrast, the teacher provides specific revision points. She emphasizes the need for a 

cohesive flow between consequences, impact, and the call to action as well as identifies the 

lack of details in the proposed solution and its connection to maximizing technology for equal 

access. Importantly, the teacher acknowledges the overall clarity of the problem and solution 

but questions if the essay sufficiently elaborates on the thesis in relation to the proposed 

solution. This targeted feedback offers a clear path for improvement, unlike the irrelevant 

analysis generated by ChatGPT. The examples discussed show a potential blind spot in 

generative AI: their struggle with complex ideas. AI’s limitations in this area thus need to be 

balanced with the teacher's expertise.  

Building on ChatGPT’s feedback to create a nuanced, personalized feedback strategy 

The limitations of GenAI in handling complex ideas highlight the need for a more nuanced, 

personalized approach to feedback. Though GenAI, specifically ChatGPT, has been lauded for 

its ability to understand text contexts and provide moderately accurate feedback, it continues 

to struggle in understanding and analyzing connections among pieces of information (L. Wang 

et al., 2024) and recognizing the unique needs of the students. As a result, it tends to provide 

feedback that is generic, broad, and often vague. This was evident in ChatGPT’s generated 

comments on the essays. 

Sample 7. ChatGPT’s Generic Feedback with the Teacher’s Personalized 

Commentary 

Feedback on the transitional phrases Transitional phrases are important for maintaining 
coherence and flow in academic writing. While your essay does use transitional phrases, they 

could be improved to better connect ideas and paragraphs. For example, instead of starting a 

paragraph with "Moreover," you could use "Furthermore" or "Additionally" for variation and 

clarity… [Can you also provide a clearer transition from your discussion of the problem of 

overcrowding to the existing solutions? Tighten your discussion of the existing solutions to 
address jail congestion. I suggest that the discussion be captured in one paragraph and make 

sure to have one clear topic sentence that will give your readers an idea what has been done 

so far to address the concern.] (A58G15) 

In Sample 7, ChatGPT consistently suggests that students use transitional phrases "to 

better connect ideas and paragraphs" to improve coherence and flow. However, the specific 

suggestions that followed were all focused on the "variety" of transitional phrases, 
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recommending replacements for existing transitions (e.g., instead of “Moreover,” use 

“Furthermore”). It does not identify the specific problematic areas of the essay related to 

coherence and flow, nor does it provide specific transition suggestions. To create more nuanced 

feedback, the teacher adopts ChatGPT’s comments and adds personalized feedback on specific 

parts of the essay. This includes improving the transition from the problem to the solution, 

tightening the solution section to enhance the logical and smooth flow of ideas, and creating a 

topic sentence for the new paragraph.  

These seemingly generic comments are also evident in ChatGPT’s feedback on the 

development of ideas throughout the essay. It provides broad suggestions, such as adding more 

elaboration and evidence, without specifying which parts of the essay needed improvements 

(A57G15, A58G12). Additionally, ChatGPT repeatedly claims that the essay adhered to APA 

7th format, even though it does not (A57G7, A58G4). These examples present some of the 

limitations of ChatGPT in fully engaging in deep structural and content analysis, limiting its 

ability to provide specific feedback tailored to the essays. 

Despite the observed limitations, ChatGPT consistently highlights the essay's strengths, a type 

of feedback often overlooked by teachers (Rathel et al., 2013). In many instances, ChatGPT's 

positive appraisals are accurate and relevant to the essay. This is then complemented by the 

teacher’s more specific comments, which reinforce the affirmative feedback, as shown below. 

Sample 8. Sample of Combined Positive Appraisals from ChatGPT and the 

Teacher 

Feedback on the clarity of problem, solution and call to action: Your introductory 

paragraphs effectively introduce the problem of the transport system in the Philippines and 

outline the proposed solution through the PUVMP. [I really like that as early as your 3rd 
paragraph, you provided definitions of the key terms in your essay. It helps me understand 

better your ideas. Kudos!] (A57G4) 

Sample 8 illustrates how ChatGPT accurately identifies the essay’s strength in clearly 

presenting the problem and the solution involving the local transport system. This validation 

of students’ effort and ability is reinforced by the teacher’s personalized feedback, which cites 

a specific section of the essay, “as early as your 3rd paragraph,” to back the positive appraisal. 

Also, the teacher adds motivational phrases like “Kudos” to explicitly congratulate the 

students, which adds to the “personal touch.” This feedback customization transforms the 

overall feedback into objective compliments—a specific and factual acknowledgment of the 

student’s abilities—qualities of feedback that are believed to impact student learning and 

motivation directly (Cavanaugh, 2013; Truax, 2018). This blend of AI and teacher feedback 

creates a more comprehensive and supportive feedback environment, fostering positive 

relationships that could enable student learning to thrive.  

Engaging students in a dialogue using ChatGPT’s feedback strategy 

Nuanced, personalized feedback resulting from the blend of ChatGPT-generated and teacher 

feedback not only clarifies the subsequent steps for students in their essay writing but also 

potentially engages students in the feedback process through dialogue. While this analysis 

excludes post-comment teacher-student exchanges, the blended feedback initiates dialogue by 

posing clarifying questions, often corrective, and acknowledging ChatGPT’s suggestions while 

letting students decide whether to follow the feedback.  
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Sample 9. Teacher Feedback Using Clarificatory Questions to Address Content 

Accuracy 

Feedback on the clarity of problem, solution, and call to action: The essay effectively 

establishes the problem of disparities in public and local healthcare in rural areas of the 

Philippines. It provides clear details about the challenges faced by rural communities, such as 

geographic barriers, lack of medical resources, and shortages of healthcare professionals. The 

proposed solution, the "Standardized Healthcare Standard for Rural Medical Institutions Act," 

is also well-articulated, outlining specific measures to improve healthcare accessibility and 

quality in rural areas. Additionally, the call to action for the government to mandate the 

proposed act is clear and relevant. [Question though. The majority of your essay talked about 

“telemedicine.” Is telemed subsumed in your “standardized healthcare act?” How I 
understood your essay is that under the Standardized Healthcare Act, telemed and ALAGA Ka 

projects will be promoted. Am I right? If I am correct, revise your essay in a way that your 

clearly frame both projects as the key programs/features of the Act and you have to discuss 
each one in almost the same depth. Most of your discussion was on telemed but only a few 

details about the ALAGA ka project.] (A57G1) 

Sample 10 Teacher Feedback Using Clarificatory Questions to Strengthen Idea 

Development 

Feedback on the development of ideas throughout the paragraph and essay: Overall, your 

essay effectively develops the main idea of addressing water contamination in indigenous 

communities. You provide detailed explanations, examples, and evidence to support your 

arguments. However, there are some areas where further elaboration or evidence could 

strengthen your points, such as providing more specific examples of successful collaborative 

efforts between governments and indigenous communities in addressing water contamination. 

[Check idea consistency e.g. 2nd para: …because of their sustainable practices and the 

difficulty of accessing territories…” should these two really go together? Please review whole 

essay. When I first read it, I was somehow confused what you really wanted to tell me. I know 

that your issue is specifically on clean water access but the majority of your essay tackled the 

general issues related to IP communities.] (A58G11) 

In Samples 9 and 10, the teacher retains ChatGPT’s positive comments on the essays, such as 

“effectively established the problem” and “effectively develops the main idea,” and adds her 

comments in the form of questions to clarify certain aspects of the writing. In Sample 9, 

although ChatGPT provides only positive comments, the teacher raised questions about how 

“telemed” is addressed in the essay, noting that the majority of the essay focuses on 

telemedicine alone and seems to disregard other projects under the Standardized Healthcare 

Act. By asking questions like “Is telemed subsumed in your standardized healthcare act?” and 

“Am I right?” to verify her understanding, the teacher takes a clarificatory stance, prompting 

the students to explain further. Similarly, in Sample 10, the teacher clarifies whether the two 

key constructs of “sustainable practices” and “difficulty of accessing territories” are 

compatible ideas. She insinuates that they might be unrelated, based on how the essay is 

developed. Instead of directly telling the students what to correct in their writing, the teacher 

chooses to raise questions to clarify their thinking. This approach reflects the teacher’s strategy 

of using feedback to initiate a dialogue, aimed at building positive relationships with students 

and facilitating meaningful exchanges that lead to learning (Nicol, 2010).   

While these clarificatory questions prompt students to explain their reasoning, they are 

typically paired with a related suggestion that addresses the query. For instance, the question 

“Am I right?” is immediately followed by corrective feedback “If yes, revise your essay..” and 

the question 'Should these two really go together? is followed  by the suggestion “Please 

review the essay…” This strategy raises questions about whether the clarificatory questions 

truly foster dialogue or remain monologic. 
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Additionally, the teacher uses ChatGPT's comments to initiate dialogue by acknowledging the 

AI-generated while allowing students to assess its value. Instead of correcting specific aspects 

of the essay, the teacher encourages students to reflect on ChatGPT's suggestions, giving them 

the autonomy to decide whether to adopt the feedback, as seen in Samples 11 and 12.  

Sample 11. Teacher Feedback Leveraging ChatGPT’s Response to Initiate 

Dialogue on the Thesis Statement 

Feedback on the quality of the thesis statement The thesis statement in your essay does 

address the problem of low reading and comprehension skills among students in the Philippine 

education system. However, it could be strengthened by explicitly mentioning the proposed 

solution or recommendations for action. Try to make your thesis statement more focused and 

clear in terms of what actions or solutions you will discuss in your essay. 

Here's an example of an improved thesis statement: "While addressing the issue of low reading 

and comprehension skills among students in the Philippine education system, this essay 

proposes a comprehensive solution involving the development of standardized reading 

materials and the implementation of nationwide pre-assessment and post-assessment tests, 

facilitated through collaborative efforts between Local Government Units (LGUs) and the 

Department of Education." [What do you think of ChatGPT’s suggestion on your thesis 
statement? For me, your thesis statement will stand on its own… my problem though is that you 

did not elaborate on it in your essay.] (A58G6) 

Sample 12. Teacher Feedback Using ChatGPT’s Suggestions to Encourage 

Student’s Critical Thinking 

Feedback on the quality of the thesis statement: The thesis statement in your essay should 

explicitly mention the problem and proposed solution, aligning with the writing prompt. Your 

thesis statement does touch upon the problem of traffic congestion in Metro Manila and 

suggests a solution involving the restructuring of roadways for public space creation. However, 

it could be more specific and focused on the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), which 

are central to the writing prompt. 

For example, an improved thesis statement could be: "While traffic congestion in Metro Manila 

poses significant challenges to the city's livability and economic efficiency, the implementation 

of sustainable transportation solutions, such as promoting public transportation and enhancing 

pedestrian infrastructure, can alleviate congestion, reduce emissions, and contribute to 

achieving SDG 11 (Sustainable Cities and Communities)." 

This statement explicitly addresses the problem of traffic congestion, proposes a solution 

involving sustainable transportation, and links it to the broader context of the Sustainable 

Development Goals. [This is a suggestion of AI. What do you think? I leave it up to you to 

decide if you wish to consider it.] (A58G13) 

In both examples, ChatGPT suggests ways to enhance the focus and clarity of the thesis 

statements by providing revised versions. Building upon ChatGPT’s comments, the teacher 

poses questions such as, “What do you think of ChatGPT’s suggestion on your thesis 

statement?” and “This is the AI's suggestion. What do you think?” to enrich the feedback. This 

time, the purpose of the teacher's questions is not corrective but to empower students to 

determine the best course of action for improving their work. This approach is supported by 

the teacher's follow-up statements: “For me, your thesis statement stands on its own” and “I 

leave it up to you to decide if you wish to consider it.” These statements affirm that the teacher 

recognizes the value of ChatGPT's feedback while also acknowledging the adequacy of the 

student's current thesis statements. By posing questions that allow students to choose which 

feedback works best for them, the blending of ChatGPT’s and the teacher's feedback actively 

promotes critical thinking. Students critically reflect on the suggestions, initiating meaningful 

discussions with the teacher and among themselves.  
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Discussion 

In this paper, we demonstrated how ChatGPT functions as a valuable tool that can complement 

teacher’s feedback in an ESL context. In this blended model, we identified four key strategies 

that exemplify a blended feedback model for GenAI and the teacher: the teacher refines and 

enhances ChatGPT’s feedback, discards inaccurate responses, provides more nuanced 

evaluations, and leverages ChatGPT’s feedback to engage students in meaningful dialogue. 

These strategies provide practical examples of integrating AI into the feedback process. 

Our findings confirm that ChatGPT consistently and accurately addresses essay topics, adheres 

to rubric criteria, excels at providing global-level feedback that assesses the overall structure, 

coherence, and clarity of students' writing, aligning with the work of Steiss et al. (2024), Wang 

& Guo (2023), and Zou et al. (2025). The teacher in the study consistently used ChatGPT’s 

feedback as a foundation, enhancing it with a more nuanced and targeted guidance, particularly 

addressing ESL student-writers' difficulties in effectively connecting their ideas. 

Additionally, ChatGPT’s analytical efficiency guarantees consistent feedback. Pack et al. 

(2025) have articulated the critical role of timely, quality feedback in writing improvement, 

while also acknowledging the challenges related to teacher workload and the considerable time 

required to provide feedback. Interestingly, the present study shows that ChatGPT is not only 

capable of efficiently delivering consistent feedback but also provides positive appraisals—

affirmations crucial for fostering a supportive learning environment in L2 writing classrooms 

(Truax, 2018). Our study clearly demonstrates GenAI’s capability to enhance both the 

evaluative and motivational aspects of teaching writing (Abduljawad, 2024; Song & Song, 

2023). 

While AI-generated comments are often relevant, they can also include inaccurate, overly 

general, or contextually inappropriate feedback, which may not adequately address the specific 

needs of ESL students. These results are consistent with published studies highlighting 

significant limitations of GenAI (Algaraady & Mahyoob, 2023; Lingard, 2023; Ulla et al., 

2023). Moreover, the findings of the study emphasize GenAI’s limitations in tackling complex 

ideas, specifically in understanding and analyzing connections among pieces of information. 

Although the rubric guides ChatGPT in identifying what to look for in essays, the ways ESL 

students link their ideas and present their reasoning vary considerably. As GenAI is constrained 

in providing customized feedback for these diverse thought processes, it often resorts to 

generic, broad, and vague feedback. 

The findings of this study acknowledge both the strengths and limitations of ChatGPT as a 

feedback-generating tool, underscoring the invaluable context-specific expertise that teachers 

bring to the table. The analysis reveals a clear, dynamic interaction between GenAI and the 

teacher, characterized by a reciprocal relationship in which each compensates for the other’s 

limitations. For instance, when ChatGPT provides inaccurate or generic feedback, the teacher 

addresses these shortcomings by correcting the errors or offering specific suggestions for 

revision. This underscores the critical role of teacher oversight in correcting potential 

inaccuracies and tailoring feedback to meet individual student needs (Han & Li, 2024; Naz & 

Robertson, 2024). Another example of this reciprocal relationship occurs when the teacher uses 

ChatGPT’s feedback as a starting point for dialogue with the student, asking whether they agree 

with the suggestions and how they might further improve specific aspects of their writing, 

ultimately leaving the decision to accept the feedback to the student. 

Note that the present study is not focused on streamlining the grading process or saving time 

for teachers but rather on how teachers can utilize AI tools like ChatGPT to ensure quality and 

consistency in feedback delivery. By reducing potential bias in teacher evaluations and 
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providing structured, consistent, and prompt guidance, AI-assisted feedback helps create a 

more equitable learning environment. 

Furthermore, we argue that feedback in L2 writing instruction derives its pedagogical value 

from its formative nature—encouraging students to actively engage with and internalize the 

feedback they receive. In this regard, the teacher’s engagement with AI-generated feedback 

remains essential, not merely as a corrective mechanism but as an integral part of the writing 

process that scaffolds students’ long-term development as writers. Our study highlights the 

need for high-quality feedback that facilitates genuine learning, ensuring that students receive 

guidance that is timely, meaningful, and actionable. By leveraging the efficiency of ChatGPT 

alongside the expertise of teachers, this blended feedback model brings us closer to an L2 

writing classroom where feedback not only corrects errors but also nurtures deeper engagement 

with writing, fostering student growth in a way that is both structured and personalized. 

Implications for integrating AI into teacher feedback 

The potential of using ChatGPT for providing formative feedback on student writing offers 

significant value in writing instruction. ChatGPT, with well-crafted prompts, can effectively 

communicate what quality writing looks like and how students can achieve it, guiding them 

toward better performance (Barrot, 2023). Its ability to generate detailed and analytical 

feedback, which many teachers find challenging to provide consistently (Graham, 2019), can 

greatly assist teachers in delivering high-quality formative feedback (Mahapatra, 2024). 

However, maintaining teacher oversight is crucial to ensure the feedback's quality and 

relevance. The discussion highlights the need for teachers to address potential inaccuracies in 

AI feedback and refocus students’ attention (Grimes & Warschauer, 2010). By integrating 

ChatGPT’s capabilities with teachers' contextual and nuanced knowledge, a blended feedback 

model can be created. In this model, AI-generated insights serve as a starting point for deeper 

engagement with students' writing, leading to more personalized and impactful feedback. 

Such use of ChatGPT as a formative tool may be extended to self and peer assessments. The 

approach used in this study to curate ChatGPT’s feedback can be replicated in self and peer-

feedback sessions. Students can be encouraged to use ChatGPT to provide initial feedback on 

their own or their peers’ writing and engage critically with the AI-generated feedback. By 

providing initial feedback, ChatGPT can prompt students to reflect on their work, discuss 

suggestions with their peers, and engage in deeper analysis of their own writing. This 

interaction encourages students to think critically about their choices and make informed 

revisions, thereby improving their writing skills and self-awareness as writers. At the same 

time, AI-generated feedback may serve as a mediator in instances where students have doubts 

about the effectiveness of their peers’ feedback (S. Yang, 2011). 

Another implication of the study is that it provides a concrete illustration of how GenAI can be 

used responsibly and effectively in assessments to foster creativity and critical thinking while 

addressing ethical concerns such as dependency and plagiarism. These practical classroom 

writing practices can guide teachers in developing clear guidelines and guardrails for 

integrating GenAI in writing classes. Thus, we recommend that further classroom research be 

done to explore additional strategies for developing a blended feedback model that combines 

the strengths of generative AI and teacher expertise. By continuously refining the integration 

process, writing teachers can discover new ways to improve the quality of teacher feedback 

and enhance student learning outcomes, guaranteeing that the blended model remains dynamic 

and responsive to the evolving needs of both teachers and students. 
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